the cause of the form effect, one possibility is that forbid is simply a more forbidding term than not allow, and that it is this difference in bluntness of language that makes some people less willing to deny freedom of speech when that form is used.
[155] Figure I shows the relation between response and education for the two question forms. In line with our hypothesis, form seems to make least difference (6%) for those who have been to college, but has a substantial impact (26%) on those with zero to eleven years of schooling; high school graduates fall in between. Using Goodman's (1971) Although in only one of the other experiments (women in politics) does the three-way interaction with education reach significance, in three of the remaining four the variation in response by form is greatest for the least educated just as it is in the crime example. Thus, overall, the assumption of form-resistant correlations is not well supported with respect to these agree-disagree items.
[158] : Lazarsfeld, 1944 , for an early but still widely read statement), the general absence of split-ballot comparisons of the two forms is remarkable.
We designed three open-closed experiments, but have analyzed only one thus far for presentation here. The experiment actually involved two stages. First, the standard closed form of a question on work values (see Lenski, 1963 , and the NORC General Social Surveys) was asked of a random half of the 1976 Detroit Area Study (DAS), and a comparable open version was asked of the other half. This produced a number of sizeable differences between the forms, but these were difficult to interpret because it is possible they were due simply to defects in the specific closed alternatives employed. The latter may never have been properly developed to correspond to open responses (as Lazarsfeld, 1944, recom- here. In addition to the five main types of items described thus far, two more miscellaneous items were taken from Stouffer's well-known study, Communism, Conformity, and Civil Liberties ( 1955) . Although
Stouffer was a master craftsman in the construction of survey questions, we noticed that the items shown on the left side of Table 7 were worded in a way that might discourage civil-libertarian responses, much as the &dquo;not allow&dquo; form in the example with which we opened this paper. We therefore wrote slightly different versions of the two items which leaned, we think not unfairly, in the more libertarian direction (see Table 7 , right side). The two original Stouffer items were placed in the same form as the item on &dquo;allowing&dquo; speeches against democracy; the two amended items in the form with the &dquo;forbid&dquo; speeches item. By scoring each item as 1 or 2, and adding these scores, we created a brief [166] (unpublished, SRC, 1975) .
9. For all these analyses we assume a logistic response model, as employed in the Goodman procedures. It may be noted that the Russia item shown in Table 5 
